Book review by Wayne P. Hughes Jr. of A Survey of Past Work On Rates of Advance in Land Combat Operations and Rates of Advance in Historical Land Combat Operations by Robert Helmbold by Hughes, Wayne P. Jr.
Calhoun: The NPS Institutional Archive
DSpace Repository
Faculty and Researchers Faculty and Researchers' Publications
1990-09
Book review by Wayne P. Hughes Jr. of A
Survey of Past Work On Rates of Advance in
Land Combat Operations and Rates of
Advance in Historical Land Combat Operations
by Robert Helmbold
Hughes, Wayne P. Jr.
Military Operations Research Society (MORS)
Source: Phalanx, Vol. 23, No. 3 (September 1990), pp. 10-11
http://hdl.handle.net/10945/64623
This publication is a work of the U.S. Government as defined in Title 17, United
States Code, Section 101. Copyright protection is not available for this work in the
United States.
Downloaded from NPS Archive: Calhoun
 Military Operations
 Research Society >
 Names Fellows
 MORS President Ed Brady earlier
 this year announced the first five people
 elected by the MORS Board of Directors
 for this recently created honor. Named
 Fellows of the Society by unanimous vote
 are George H. Dimon, Jr. SAIC; Wayne
 P. Hughes, Jr., NPS; Stephen A.
 Murtaugh, Calspan; Clayton J. Thomas,
 AF/SA; and John K. Walker, Jr., RAND
 Corporation. Presentation of certificates
 was featured at the 58th MORS
 Symposium in June at the U.S. Naval
 Academy in Annapolis.
 Selection as a Fellow of the Society
 recognizes significant contributions to
 MORS through long standing, consis-
 tent, and dedicated service. Each of the
 initial selectees has served as President
 of MORS, has been a member of the
 MORS Board of Directors at least twice,
 and has participated in management and
 conduct of numerous symposia and
 workshops. And each Fellow continues
 his dedicated service ~ these names
 appear in the action rolls of every
 important MORS endeavor: symposia
 committees, workshop management,
 manuscript production, societal projects,
 and PHALANX, the bulletin sponsored
 jointly by MORS and the Military
 Applications Section of ORSA.
 A sampling of contributions leading
 to this professional recognition: Clayton
 Thomas is one of the founders of MORS
 and now serves as the US Air Force
 Sponsor's Representative, Steve
 Murtaugh chairs the ongoing MORI-
 MOC Workshop series, Wayne Hughes
 has just completed a full revision of the
 respected "Military Modeling" mono-
 graph, Hork Dimon is a vital part of
 everything, and Jack Walker is the
 Editor of PHALANX.
 New Honorees
 Six distinguished members of the
 MORS community were recently named
 Fellows of the Society. In making the
 announcement at the 58th MORSS in
 Annapolis, President Ed Brady cited the
 many years and contributions to the OR
 field by Marion Bryson, John Englund,
 Edward Napier, Wilbur Payne, Alfred
 Rhode, and Eugene Visco.
 Marion Bryson, currently the
 Director of the US Army's Experimenta-
 tion Command, has served on the MORS
 Board of Directors for 11 years and as
 President in 15-16. He is also a Wanner
 Award winner (1985). John Englund,
 currently the president of ANSER,
 served 6 years on the MORS Board of
 Directors, was President in '79-'80, and
 chaired the 39th MORSS. Edward
 Napier, now retired, served for 4 172
 years on the MORS Board and then took
 over as the Executive Secretary after
 Vance Wanner^ death and served in that
 position for 7 years. Alfred Rhode,
 served on the MORS Board for 5 1/2
 years and was a key figure in establishing
 the cooperative agreement between
 ORSA-MAS and MORS, which initiated
 the PHALANX. Eugene Visco,
 currently the Director of the Army's
 Model Improvement & Study Manage-
 ment Agency, served for 4 years on the
 MORS Board of Directors and for 4
 years as the Army Sponsor's Represent-
 ative to MORS. At the time of the
 announcement, Wilbur Payne was ill and
 unable to attend the symposium.
 Unfortunately he passed away on August
 17th. Wilbur had done just about
 everything a person can do in MORS:
 Sponsor, Board member, MORSS
 Keynote speaker, author, and Wanner
 Award winner. On August 2, a number
 of Wilbur's friends were present at the
 TRADOC Analysis Center at White
 Sands Missile Range when Past
 Presidents Marion Williams and Marion
 Bryson and Executive Director Dick
 Wiles invested him with his credentials as
 a Fellow of the Society.
 MORS extends its warmest congratu-
 lations to these very deserving
 individuals.
 Each year the MORS Board of
 Directors considers individuals for this
 honor. If you know of someone you feel
 has contributed significantly to MORS
 and the OR field, and would like to
 nominate that person to be a Fellow,
 contact the MORS office or a current
 MORS director. □
 Reviewed by
 Wayne P. Hughes, F.S. NPGS
 A Survey of Past Work On Rates of
 Advance in Land Combat Operations and
 Rates of Advance in Historical Land
 Combat Operations by Robert Helmbold,
 USACAA, Bethesda, MD ( Report
 CAA-RP-90-3), February 1990 and
 (Report CAA-RP-90-1) June 1990.
 Sometime before I picked up David
 Howarth's 1066: The Year of the
 Conquest in 1979, 1 acquired the rule of
 thumb that the armies of all ages in
 recorded history move at about the same
 daily rate during a campaign or
 operation.
 Howarth's book is about the
 misfortune of the Saxons and the
 narrowness of the Norman Conquest. In
 it one finds the following passage (page
 135): The march of Harold of England
 north to face the Vikings "was one of the
 signal feats of military history. One
 cannot be perfectly certain of all the
 dates, but the best of evidence is that he
 marched out of London on the morning
 of Wednesday, 20 September [1066] and
 was in the village of Tadcaster, a
 hundred and ninety miles from London
 and ten from York, on the morning of
 Sunday 24." One "would like to believe
 there was room for uncertainty about the
 dates, because 190 miles in four days is a
 march of 47 miles per day. That is twice
 my pre-Helmbold rule-of-thumb
 historical rate of 20-25 miles per day,
 sustained and unopposed. Forty-seven
 miles per day is a good pace for an'
 armored division under highly favorable
 conditions.
 But rules of thumb are one thing and
 Bob Helmbold's handsomely researched
 study of movement rates is something
 else, in a class by itself. In A Survey.-,
 published in February of this year, he has
 assembled and summarized the literature
 from Vegetius (380) and Clausewitz
 (1832) to Dupuy (1987) and Rowland
 (1989). He has categorized the data by
 terrain, by extent of armed opposition,
 and by size, mobility, and type (infantry,
 armored, mechanized, etc.) of force in
 motion. He has considered the duration
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 of the movement. And he has looked at
 the data through the analyst's critical eye
 as to reliability and quality.
 In Rates of Advance..., published in
 June but received in my office just this
 week, Helmbold has analyzed the data
 and arrived at his conclusions. The final
 report is not very satisfying to someone
 who is looking for some definitive
 quantitative rates of advance under
 various conditions. Again and again one
 finds that "... the data are widely
 scattered and highly variable." It is a
 theme of the report. Helmbolďs
 conclusions are many and valuable, but
 the analyst who is faced with the
 unavoidable task of settling on a rate to
 use -- or a probability distribution of
 rates - in a study is going to have to dig
 them out of the graphs, no mean task,
 and tailor them for his own purposes.
 Still, from Helmbold's point of view,
 scatter is scatter, and his reluctance to
 take a stand on movement rates is not
 only ordained by the data, but to do
 otherwise would be to mislead. The
 data, though a bit hard to read and
 extract, is there. It is a great achieve-
 ment and I wish to be unstinting in praise
 of the accomplishment. But the analyst
 must in the end make his own choices
 tailored to suit his own study or model
 objective.
 Helmbold makes much out of the fact
 that forces only advance when they are
 advancing. That is to say, or may want
 to know the average rate of forces which
 stop en route, or he may want to know
 the rate of a force in motion. They are
 not the same thing: Helmbold says "...
 the evidence indicates that both lightly
 and heavily engaged forces stand still
 about 90 to 99% of the time. This
 observation suggests that the key to
 understanding advances by land combat
 forces may lie not with their periods of
 movement, but instead with their periods
 of standing still." This is of sharp interest
 to logisticians. Policy, desire, and intent
 play their roles, but capacity is, as it
 were, the " prime mover." A force
 without means to move will not move.
 There is an opposite side to this coin,
 namely the basis of especially great
 mobility. The source of my initial
 curiosity was a comparison of movement
 rates on land and sea. There has been
 some acceleration at sea. In days of sail
 a generous rate of advance was 100 miles
 a day, five times the mobility on land. In
 World War I it was 200 miles and in
 World War II it was 300 miles a day,
 while all the time land armies increased
 their rates of advance hardly at all, even
 mobile forces moving on the average
 about 20 miles per day (if I read the
 Helmbold data right, an act that I have
 already said is not always easy).
 An often overlooked aspect of
 mobility is rivers. The Tennessee,
 Cumberland and Mississippi were the
 great avenues of advance by the Union
 armies in the West during the Civil War.
 It is a point that escapes Martin Van
 Creveld in his good book, Supplying
 War, which is essential reading about
 mobility. The rivers counted for more
 than railroads partly because they
 carried more goods more cheaply in men
 and materiel, but even more significantly
 because they were secure. In all his
 depredations Nathan B. Forrest never
 interdicted a river; there were neither
 rails nor ties to destroy, and the
 steamboats were as secure as if they were
 crossing the Atlantic, and with nary a
 seasick sailor. AsW. T. Sherman wrote
 to bis admiral, David Porter, "For I am
 never easy with a railroad which takes a
 whole army to guard...whereas they can't
 stop the Tennessee, and each boat can
 make its own game." A western river
 boat of average size of 500 tons capacity
 could carry enough supplies in one trip
 to subsist 40,000 soldiers and 18,000
 horses (who were the bulk consumers)
 for about two days. And there were
 almost 1,000 steamboats at the onset of
 the war, mostly in Union hands.
 It would be useful if someone was
 inspired to check out the water transport
 side. Perhaps unknown to me, the Naval
 War College or the Center for Naval
 analyses has already compiled the
 historical and contemporary statistics.
 But Bob has spoiled me; if the data is not
 as well researched as in his two reports
 then I will be impatient with my Navy
 compatriots.
 The reports have been widely
 distributed. Those who do not have
 them may direct inquiries to the Office
 of Special Assistant for Model Valida-
 tion, U.S. Army Concepts Analysis
 Agency, 8120 Woodmont Ave, Bethesda,
 MD 20814; phone: (301) 295-1611. □
 Advice From the
 Seniors
 Dick Helmuth, Douglas Aircraft
 Company
 The first of what is expected to
 become an annual Symposium General
 Session was held at die 58th MORSS. A
 Meeting of Senior and Junior Analysts had
 the objective of providing the benefits of
 lessons learned by our profession's
 senior analysts to newer practitioners.
 Nine exceptionally qualified senior "
 analysts participated as follows:
 Ms. Debbie Christie, DASD,
 OSD(PA&E)
 Dr. Phil DePoy, President, CNA
 Mr. Bob Hallex, Technical
 Director, OP-81C
 Ms. Amie Hoeber, Director, TRW
 LtGen Glenn Kent, USAF, Ret.
 Mr. Keith Myers, Director, US
 AMSAA
 MajGen Dave Robinson, USA,
 OJCS/J-8
 Mr. Clayton Thomas, Chief
 Scientist, USAF/SA
 Dr. Marion Williams, Chief
 Scientist, AFOTEC
 After a brief introductory session for
 all participants, each Senior Analyst met
 with a small group of Junior Analysts
 (6-10) in individual rooms. Each senior
 opened his/her session with a brief -
 discussion of "The Three Most Impor-
 tant Pieces of Advice I Can Give You."
 The balance of the allotted time was
 devoted to discussion of questions and
 issues prepared by the junior analysts.
 A wide spectrum of advice was
 presented by the Seniors in their opening
 discussions (e.g., important individual
 qualities, principles of top-down analysis,
 implications of the changing environment
 for operations analysis, and comparisons
 between analysis and the " scientific
 method"). However, the balance of the
 advice focused on how to do analysis.
 The following five points are a synthesis
 of that analysis advice.
 Do Your Homework First
 • Define the problem and research
 previous efforts.
 PHALANX 11 September 1990
This content downloaded from 205.155.65.226 on Sun, 19 Apr 2020 20:21:43 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms
